
 

 

     1 

 
 

 
 
 

“Keeping College Success Within Reach: Simplifying Federal Student Aid” 
 

Kristin D. Conklin, Founding Partner, HCM Strategists 
 

Hearing before the Committee on Education and the Workforce 
United States House of Representatives 

 
November 13, 2013 

 
 

 
Written Testimony and Resources for the Record 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Kristin D. Conklin 
Founding Partner, HCM Strategists 
1156 15th Street, NW, Suite #850 

Washington, D.C., 20005 
202-494-3279 



Align. Advocate. Advance.

HOW CAN FINANCIAL AID HELP MORE STUDENTS SUCCEED?

Automatic eligibility for 
financial aid if you receive 

other kinds of federal 
support like free and 
reduced price lunch

A financial aid 
application that pre-
loads data for you

More money for 
enrolling in enough 
classes to graduate 

on-time

Loans you can 
repay based on 

your income after 
graduation, which 

are forgiven after 25 
years if not paid o!

Extra money to help you 
get ready for college

A simple tax credit to 
reimburse you for individual 

courses you may need in 
your career

Clear reports with the 
information you need to 
make decisions about 
where to go to college

Confidence that the 
college you choose to 

use your aid at has met 
certain minimal standards

Aligns with the call to action of American Dream 2.0 
Details on how these options can help more students succeed at Doing Better for More Students

An instant notification of 
the grants and loans you 

can expect

http://www.hcmstrategists.com/americandream2-0/report/


!e nation’s "nancial aid system was 
built for a di#erent age.  In 1965, when 
the "rst signi"cant federal "nancial 
aid program began, 23 percent of 
Americans had a college degree. !is 
attainment level was su$cient to 
support a vibrant middle class. !at 
economy and those times are no more. 

Today, the economy places a premium 
on postsecondary credentials and 
the skills these degrees represent. By 
2018, 45 percent of all jobs will require 
some type of college degree, including 
certi"cates. Unfortunately, nearly half 
of all students start college but fail to 
earn any credential within 6 years; the 
outcomes are much worse for African 
Americans and Hispanics. 

!e "nancial aid system – its collective 
$226 billion in investment – needs to 
be seen as part of the solution for a 
nation that needs many more skilled 
graduates, a stronger middle class and 
greater opportunity. 

 

In size and scope, student "nancial aid 
is more important than ever. Nearly 
half of all undergraduates receive a Pell 
grant. Revenues from Pell grants pay 
almost $.20 on every $1.00 received by 
a college or university in this country, 
ranging from 43 percent at 2-year public 
colleges to 7 percent at 4-year private 
colleges. If current trends continue with 
public colleges in several states, the 
percentage share that federal "nancial 
aid pays of total operating costs soon 
will exceed what states pay. 

It is time to modernize the "nancial 
aid system and align it with today’s 
economic and "scal realities. !e level 
of aid matters, but so does its design and 
delivery, according to research. Known 
barriers in how "nancial aid dollars 
are distributed hinder innovation and 
the expansion of more cost-e#ective 
approaches to a quality postsecondary 
education. A new survey of engaged 
voters con"rms Americans are ready 
for reform and open to conversations 
about ways "nancial aid can serve more 
students, better. 

In July 2012, HCM convened a small group of financial aid, tax and higher education policy 
experts. The technical panel was charged with examining the overall financial aid system and 
developing innovative policy ideas that respond to the fiscal, economic and demographic 
realities the nation faces today. This brief summarizes the results of their collaboration.

WHY DOES THIS MATTER?

Align. Advocate. Advance.

46% of college students 
do not earn any credential 
within 6 years.

63% of African American 
students do not graduate 
within six years.

58% of Hispanic students 
do not graduate within 6 years.

46% 63% 58%

OUR NATION IS FACING 
A GROWING CRISIS

Doing Better for More Students
ISSUE BRIEF
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FIRST, simplify !nancial aid with 
a single federal grant program and 
a single loan program accessed by 
means of a simpler application. A new 
grant program would consolidate 
federal support into a grant designed 
to provide an open "nancial door 
to higher education and focus 
on applicants with genuine need. 
A simpli"ed loan program, with 
universal income-based repayment, 
would be available for middle-income 
students who do not qualify for 
grants, as well as to supplement grant 
resources for low-income recipients.

for both the grant and loan program 
would be directly imported from 
federal income tax data, simplifying 
the process, making the total "nancial 
aid package and terms of repayment 
more transparent, and reducing 
opportunity for error or fraud.

A SIMPLER, MORE EFFECTIVE FEDERAL AID SYSTEM:
One Grant, One Loan, One Tax Bene"t 

ONE GRANT PROGRAM

Projected 10-Year Savings: between $37 billion and $73 billion1 

ONE LOAN PROGRAM

Projected 10-Year Net Savings: $38 billion

SECOND, simplify federal tax 
bene!ts for higher education. !e 
single grant and loan program, as 
proposed, provides generous but 
better-targeted "nancial bene"ts to 
all students. Making these changes 
reduces signi"cantly the need for 
the current tax bene"ts for college 

little evidence that tax credits and 
deductions have signi"cantly a#ected 
higher education outcomes, but their 

e#ectiveness could improve if they 
were better targeted, better timed 
and better integrated into "nancial 
aid policy. A single Lifetime Learning 
Credit, available for education and 
including training that happens 
outside of a formal program (for 
example, an assessment for credit 
for prior learning or pro"ciency in 
a Massive Open Online Course, or 
MOOC), replaces the existing credits 
and deductions. 

ONE TAX BENEFIT

Projected 10-Year Net Savings: 
$97 billion2
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THIRD, promote shared 
responsibility
students, this means making smart 
choices about schools to attend and 
upgrading the de"nition of satisfactory 
academic progress—or what is required 
to receive and keep a maximum award. 
Promoting intensive enrollment for 
all students improves the odds of 
completion and focuses the size and 
scope of the federal aid investment in 
structured and accelerated pathways 
that can work better for students 
who juggle work, family and other 
commitments while attending school. 

A set of balanced metrics can be used 
to create stronger eligibility criteria 
for institutions receiving federal aid. 

can integrate measures of access and 
equity, loan repayment and risk-
adjusted completion rates. Institutions 
would not need to perform strongly 
on all components of the index to 
have a passing score. In fact, it would 
be unlikely that they could do well 
on all. But they also could not get by 
with weak performance in all or most 
components. 

INCENTIVES FOR  
ON-TIME COMPLETION 

borrowers

Projected 10-Year Net 
Savings: $39 billion3 

OR

Projected 10-Year Net Cost: 
$86 billion4

FOURTH, spend a portion of the 
federal aid budget on demonstration 
programs that spur innovation and 
experimentation.

!is could include pilot programs 
such as: 1) a “Pell-ready Grant 

with family incomes within 250 
percent of the poverty level who 
need remediation would receive a %at 
award, for use at either traditional 
or nontraditional providers, with 
incentives to both the student and 
institution for timely completion; 2) a 

that would support students and 
institutions pursuing competency-
based (as opposed to seat-time- 
or credit-hour-based) models of 
higher education; 3) a “Performance 

maintain federal needs analysis and 
a guaranteed federal student award, 
but give institutions discretion over 
how to allocate their federal aid 
dollars in exchange for successfully 
graduating higher numbers of low-
income students.
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!e time for policymakers to consider 
fundamental improvements to the 
federal "nancial aid program is now. 

believe the higher education system 
needs major changes or a complete 
overhaul. When presented with 
arguments for and against providing 
"nancial aid based on completion, 73 
percent of engaged voters surveyed 
believed this was a good idea.5

At the same time, statutory provisions 
that o#er important bene"ts to 
borrowers and taxpayers will expire 
this year or shortly therea&er.6 Most 
of the program authorities provided 

within two years.7 Policymakers must 
not let this opportunity pass.

Our knowledge of how "nancial 
aid works and how it a#ects higher 
education outcomes is imperfect, 
and the system as it stands has largely 
evolved based on politics, ideology 
and available budgets rather than 
evidence. !e solutions we have 
outlined work from what imperfect 
information we have, while remaining 
open to continued improvement as 

that advance to occur, we support 
improvements in descriptive data 
collection about aid recipients and 
their results, as well as expanded 
experimentation with a portion of 
the federal aid budget to increase the 
knowledge base that policymakers 
can draw upon in future reforms.

ENDING THE PARALYSIS:  
Statement Of !e Technical Panel 49% of engaged voters 

believe the higher education 
system needs major changes 
or a complete overhaul. 

47% 
of undergraduates
receive financial aid

Pell
Recipients

176,000
9.4 million

Sources 
of Aid

$174
billion

$9.9 billion

$42 billion

$11 billion

THE BROAD REACH OF FEDERAL FINANCIAL AID
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REACTIONS TO SPECIFIC APPROACHES TO REFORMING FEDERAL AND STATE 
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID PROGRAMS

GOOD BAD MIXED

Engaged Voters

African-American Parents

Hispanic Parents

84% 80% 81%

4% 3% 2%
12% 16% 15%

GOOD BAD MIXED

65% 64%
72%

12% 9%
2%

23% 23% 23%

GOOD BAD MIXED

60% 59%
65%

9% 11% 7%

31%
27% 24%

GOOD BAD MIXED

56% 54%

65%

22%
17%

13%
22%

26%
21%

GOOD BAD MIXED

53%
60%

55%

20%
12% 15%

27% 25% 28%
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1  !is assumes current take up rates, we 
eliminate campus based aid programs and 
it includes closing the current $44 billion 
current projected shortfall.  Our simpli"ed 
formula saves $37 billion even if we assume 
full take-up rate of eligible students.

2  !e technical panel proposes eliminating 
the AOTC and moving savings into an 

he savings from consolidating the tax credits 
could be used  to expand the size of the 
maximum grant  to $7,000.  If a tax credit 
aimed at undergraduate education is deemed 
essential, it should be non-refundable and be 
structured more like the Hope credit, which 
was replaced by the AOTC. 

3  

system and that ¼ of students taking 12 
credits will increase their courseload. !e 
savings are higher and more targeted to lower 
income students if the simpli"ed application 
is used. 

4

system and that ¼ of students taking 12 
credits will increase their courseload. If 
the simpli"ed application is used, the 
expanded grant will save about $42 billion, 
Alternatively, it would cost $11 billion if 
eligibility is expanded to 250% of poverty 
rate.

5  Hart Research Associates in collaboration 
with HCM Strategists and contributing 
partner !e Winston Group. 2013. 
College Is Worth It. http://hcmstrategists.
com/americandream2-0/report/

.

6  

authorizes the programs for "ve years (P.L. 
110-315). 

7  

can continue to receive funds and operate 
one additional year a&er authorities expire 
through the authorities provided in the 

1226a (P.L. 112-123)

Kristin Conklin, HCM Strategists (chair)

Dr. Tom Kane, Harvard University

Dr. Kim Rueben, !e Urban Institute and the Urban-Brookings Tax Policy 
Center

HCM STRATEGISTS’ EXPERT 
TECHNICAL PANEL

!e work of this Technical Panel was supported by a grant from the Bill & 

and management of Lauren Davies, Terrell Halaska, Dr. Kim Hunter-Reed and  
Dr. Nate Johnson. 

HCM Strategists, founded in 2008, works with clients to align, advocate for, 
and advance public policies that improve our nation’s education and health.

1156 15th Street, NW, Suite 850, Washington, DC 20005
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DOING BETTER  
FOR MORE STUDENTS

Putting Student Outcomes 
at the Center of Federal 

Financial Aid



About the Technical Panel
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Executive Summary

 Yet 

The nation’s financial aid system 
was built for a di!erent age, one 
when the nation was able to sustain 
a healthy middle class with a 23% 
higher education attainment rate.



one federal grant and one federal loan program 

a single tax credit

new reporting and financial aid eligibility criteria 

research and demonstrations

Nearly half
of all undergraduates 
receive a Pell Grant

5 years ago...
Revenues from Pell 
Grants paid almost $0.20 
on every $1.00 received 
by a college or university



A Synopsis of Federal Student Aid Policy Objectives

and



Obstacles to a More E!ective, Sustainable Student Aid System

 

institutions rely on tuition The question for policymakers 
is how the incentives embedded 
in the design and delivery of 
aid programs can reward valued 
student and institutional behaviors.



 

Despite recent improvements, the design and delivery of federal aid continues to be too complex for students and lags 
behind changes in higher education delivery. 

Federal policymaking demonstrates a lack of long-term thinking and coherent planning. 

Federal policy lags behind what research says are promising ways to serve students more e!ectively. 



One Federal Grant and One Federal Loan Program with  
Simpler Terms to Promote Increased Access, A!ordability  
and Completion

Expand eligibility and take up for the neediest first-time Pell Grant students through 
a simplified need analysis and application process, while increasing expectations for  
progress toward completion.

Overview

Education Finance and Policy



More Details: A Simplified Need Analysis

The eligibility criteria would be 
simplified dramatically, relying in 
most cases only on AGI as reported 
to the IRS, and a measure of family 
size (number of IRS income tax 
exemptions).



More Details: Streamlined Aid Application Process

Rather than producing a specific 
value for each applicant’s expected 
contribution, which would be used 
to establish the grant amount for 
that student for the academic 
year, the simplified formula would 
produce the actual grant amount 
for that student were she enrolled 
full-time for a full academic year.



REGULATORY RELIEF WITH A SIMPLER SINGLE GRANT PROGRAM

Colleges and universities would experience significant relief of regulatory and administrative burden with the 
adoption of the proposals for one grant and one loan that has consistent annual limits and a subsidy o"ered 
during repayment rather than during enrollment. No longer would they experience “split borrowers” who have 
both subsidized and unsubsidized student loans, which require changing proportions every time additional aid is 
received or canceled. Further, the use of one grant and one loan would eliminate the entire concept of “overaward” 
in federal aid, since both programs could now utilize the same rule the Pell Grant program employs: Total aid 
cannot exceed the total cost of attendance. With this same administrative process extended to a greatly simplified 
loan program, during the year there would be no reason for colleges to revise financial aid notices multiple times 
and no need for bursars to credit and debit student accounts multiple times because of reverberations from other 
aid programs. This would save real dollars for campuses and reduce confusion among students. Mark Kantrowitz 
provides an excellent explanation of “overaward” and federal regulations currently entailed by the concept at 
http://www.finaid.org. 

http://www.finaid.org


More Details: IRS Data Sharing

Today it is more appropriate to 
think about the aid application 
process as a series of concurrent 
online sessions instead of physically 
distinct paper application forms.

http://studentaid.ed.gov/sites/default/files/2012-13-completing-the-fafsa.pdf
http://studentaid.ed.gov/sites/default/files/2012-13-completing-the-fafsa.pdf


More Details: Revising the Definition of Full-Time and Satisfactory Academic Progress

Suggested Pell Grant Award  Schedules

 



Credits 0 EFC 1,000 EFC 2,000 EFC 3,000 EFC 4,000 EFC 5,000 EFC

15+ $7,000 $6,000 $5,000 $4,000 $3,000 $2,000

12-14 5,600 4,800 4,000 3,200 2,400 1,600

9-11 4,200 3,600 3,000 2,400 1,800 1,200

6-8 2,800 2,400 2,000 1,600 1,200 800

Credits 0 EFC 1,000 EFC 2,000 EFC 3,000 EFC 4,000 EFC 5,000 EFC

15+ $5,550 $4,550 $3,550 $2,550 $1,550 $550

12-14 4,440 3,640 2,840 2,040 1,240

9-11 3,330 2,730 2,130 1,530 930

6-8 2,220 1,820 1,420 1,020 620

 

Streamline the loan programs into a single, income-based repayment program. 

Overview



More Details: A Reformed, Default Income-Based Repayment Program

The new, single loan program 
would end the 10 di!erent 
annual and aggregate 
borrowing limits, end the 
various distinctions among 
the subsidized Sta!ord, 
unsubsidized Sta!ord and 
GradPLUS loans, and set new 
borrowing limits: one for 
undergraduate and one for 
graduate students.



 

More Details: New Loan Limits



More Details: Interest Rates

The new loan program would 
have the same rules regarding 
maximum award eligibility as 
the redesigned grant in terms 
of enrollment intensity.



More Details: Better Loan Counseling

whether how much

NEW FEATURES IN THE COMPREHENSIVE SINGLE LOAN  
PROGRAM HELP MITIGATE POTENTIAL NEW RISKS TO  

BORROWERS OR TAXPAYERS, SUCH AS: 

an income-based repayment schedule to ensure that middle- and higher-income earners pay back 
their loans faster than under the current system, reducing the overall cost of the program;

new institutional eligibility requirements to put downward pressure on the number of borrowers who 
would otherwise exhibit low rates of repayment and/or poor labor market outcomes; 

loans that would no longer carry an “in-school” and “in-deferment” interest-free benefit (i.e., 
Subsidized Sta"ord) or a routine forbearance option; 

a safety net of more-generous income-based repayment terms for borrowers who ultimately borrow 
more under the new, higher limits but experience economic hardship in repayment (and all borrowers 
are automatically enrolled in income-based repayment since it is the only repayment program 
available); 

the ability of institutions of higher education to restrict loan limits below the federal maximum (e.g., 
a community college could limit annual borrowing per student to $2,000 if it chose for a particular 
program or the institution as a whole); and

the consolidation of the programs into a single loan, making it much easier for students to 
understand their amount of debt and terms of repayment. 



A Single Tax Credit to Complement the New Bene"ts in the 
Single Grant and Loan Programs

Today the nation spends a large 
share of its federal education 
dollars on tax preferences. For 
example, it is estimated that 
higher education preferences 
will cost the federal government 
$116 billion between 2011 and 
2015, which approximates the 
three-year cost of the Pell Grant 
program as currently configured.



Simplify four major tuition-related tax benefit programs into a single  
Lifetime Learning tax credit. 



More Details: Alternative Ways to Simplify Tax Benefits for Students 

 

Integrate the tax benefits more fully into the financial aid system. 

 

http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/American-Opportunity-Tax-Credit-10-12-2010.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/American-Opportunity-Tax-Credit-10-12-2010.pdf


New Reporting and Financial Aid Eligibility Criteria that Holds 
Institutions Accountable for Student Access and Success

Collect and publicly report a common set of student outcome metrics.

More Details: A Protection of Access and Equity Measure

More Details: Completion Rates



 

More Details: A Loan Repayment Measure

Protect students and taxpayers by limiting federal aid to institutions  
with a proven track record for graduating a minimum of students  
on time, particularly low-income students. 

Context for Success Can ‘Value-Added’ Meth-
ods Improve the Measurement of College Performance? Empirical Analyses and Policy Implications



Investing in Research and Demonstrations to Evaluate  
Cost-E!ective Ways to Finance More Student Success

 



Demonstrations to Test and Evaluate Innovation in Aid Design and Delivery

 



1. "nding more e!ective and less expensive ways to get students ready to succeed in college-level courses; 

2. funding delivery models where progression and attainment are de"ned by competencies, not credit hours; 

3. creating alternative regulatory frameworks for engaging states, systems and institutions. #ese frameworks should 
promote innovative and evidence-based approaches to using "nancial aid as part of a comprehensive completion 
management strategy. 

The Pell-Ready Grant Demonstration Program

Eligible Students and Allowable Uses of Funds 

 



Eligible Providers

BEYOND FEDERAL FINANCIAL AID: TESTING ALTERNATIVE  
WAYS TO FINANCE HIGH-QUALITY CREDENTIALS

Demonstration Programs, if e"ectively designed and rigorously evaluated, could set an evidence-based precedent 
for new investments in higher education. 

Other nations with higher attainment rates and lower costs per degree than the United States o"er options for 
financing that could be adapted and tested with available Pell Grant funds. Sweden and Norway, for instance, use 
performance contracts to pay for graduates produced by public colleges. An independent analysis of the Taximeter 
System in these countries, which includes completion bonuses, demonstrates that providers have implemented 
activities to reduce expenses per level of activity. Sweden’s financing strategy is unique in that contracts starting in 
2013 will be based on how the education is valued in a quality assessment.43  

Further, Britain’s early use of social impact bonds demonstrates an innovative, performance-based financing 
mechanism. Social impact bonds can generate new sources of private capital to support U.S. postsecondary 
education and training, among other socially valued services. In 2010, the British government raised approximately 
$8 million from 17 British and U.S. investors through the sale of bonds to fund comprehensive services for prisoners 
released after serving short-term sentences. Investors will be repaid with interest if outcomes are met.44



A Performance-Based Payment System

A Competency-Based Higher Education Demonstration Program



Eligible Institutions

Allowable Uses of Funds

 

 A Performance Contract Demonstration Program 

Eligible Entities



Allowable Uses of Funds

Suggested Terms of a Multi-Year Performance Contract



Conclusion



Appendix A

Tables for Reform Options 



Baseline and Proposal
Calendar Year Total Total Savings

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2013-17 2013-22 2013-22
Current Pell Shortfall ($billions) 0 0 1.366 6.165 4.850 5.341 5.686 6.161 6.931 7.247 12.381 43.747

 Cost of Campus-Based Aid2 ($billions) 1.722 1.658 1.749 1.750 1.755 1.755 1.770 1.762 1.762 1.771 8.635 17.455

Option 1: Current Law
Recipients (millions) 9.592 10.040 10.101 10.338 10.367 10.617 10.747 10.764 10.924 11.098 50.438 104.588

Value of Grants ($billions) 33.194 35.053 36.012 38.398 39.149 40.018 40.380 40.551 40.918 41.416 181.806 385.089  

Starting Cost3 Value of Grants ($billions) 34.916 36.711 36.395 33.983 36.054 36.432 36.464 36.152 35.749 35.940 178.060 358.797

Option 2: Simplified Application Process with 
$5,550 Pell Maximum

Recipients (millions) 8.843 8.741 8.612 8.473 8.433 8.483 8.529 8.450 8.399 8.441 43.102 85.404

Value of Grants ($billions) 28.459 28.616 28.675 28.667 29.037 29.035 29.038 28.506 28.010 27.800 143.454 285.843 72.954

Options that Incentivize Higher Intensity

Option 3: With $5,550 Pell Maximum
Recipients (millions) 8.379 8.715 8.764 8.935 9.016 9.222 9.308 9.313 9.420 9.614 43.809 90.686

Value of Grants ($billions) 26.596 28.180 29.013 30.470 31.241 31.920 32.171 32.388 32.600 33.090 145.500 307.669 51.128

Option 4: With $5,550 Pell Maximum, with 
Increased Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 8.450 8.779 8.819 8.991 9.086 9.278 9.368 9.371 9.473 9.676 44.125 91.291

Value of Grants ($billions) 27.668 29.288 30.136 31.631 32.436 33.100 33.372 33.561 33.782 34.308 151.159 319.282 39.515

Option 5: With $7,000 Pell Maximum
Recipients (millions) 9.697 10.132 10.188 10.301 10.389 10.560 10.643 10.599 10.681 10.829 50.707 104.019

Value of Grants ($billions) 37.556 39.765 40.920 42.626 43.844 44.546 44.832 44.876 45.068 45.521 204.711 429.554 -70.757

Option 6: With $7,000 Pell Maximum, with 
Increased Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 9.749 10.202 10.263 10.369 10.446 10.615 10.686 10.648 10.714 10.856 51.029 104.548

Value of Grants ($billions) 38.880 41.217 42.406 44.183 45.381 46.076 46.310 46.361 46.548 47.005 212.067 444.367 -85.570

Options that Simplify the Application 
Process and Incentivize Higher Intensity

Option 7: With $5,550 Pell Maximum 
Recipients (millions) 7.825 7.760 7.626 7.507 7.447 7.501 7.523 7.479 7.419 7.452 38.165 75.539

Value of Grants ($billions) 22.924 23.078 23.072 23.069 23.329 23.362 23.348 23.019 22.630 22.472 115.472 230.303 128.494

Option 8: With $5,550 Pell Maximum, with 
Increased Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 7.910 7.832 7.707 7.578 7.526 7.579 7.592 7.538 7.474 7.511 38.553 76.247

Value of Grants ($billions) 23.868 23.992 23.997 23.980 24.249 24.276 24.235 23.869 23.469 23.320 120.086 239.255 119.542

Option 9: With $7,000 Pell Maximum
Recipients (millions) 8.312 8.226 8.105 7.981 7.923 7.959 7.967 7.884 7.797 7.830 40.547 79.984

Value of Grants ($billions) 30.643 30.821 30.839 30.824 31.175 31.101 30.966 30.382 29.762 29.539 154.302 306.052 52.745

Option 10: With $7,000 Pell Maximum, with 
Increased Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 8.363 8.287 8.170 8.041 7.985 8.013 8.008 7.916 7.825 7.850 40.846 80.458

Value of Grants ($billions) 31.707 31.920 31.963 31.923 32.256 32.149 31.966 31.343 30.702 30.456 159.769 316.385 42.412

Option 11: With $7,000 Pell Maximum phased 
out at 250% of poverty line, with Increased 

Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 9.887 9.916 9.870 9.754 9.716 9.772 9.764 9.774 9.746 9.839 49.143 98.038

Value of Grants ($billions) 36.215 36.720 36.903 37.122 37.656 37.615 37.432 36.966 36.445 36.359 184.616 369.433 -10.636

Table 1:  
Pell Grant Options, Default Take-up

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0412-8ED), estimates of campus aid and Pell shortfall based on calculations by New America Foundation using CBO projections.



Baseline and Proposal
Calendar Year Total Total Savings

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2013-17 2013-22 2013-22
Current Pell Shortfall ($billions) 0 0 1.366 6.165 4.850 5.341 5.686 6.161 6.931 7.247 12.381 43.747

 Cost of Campus-Based Aid2 ($billions) 1.722 1.658 1.749 1.750 1.755 1.755 1.770 1.762 1.762 1.771 8.635 17.455

Option 1: Current Law
Recipients (millions) 9.592 10.040 10.101 10.338 10.367 10.617 10.747 10.764 10.924 11.098 50.438 104.588

Value of Grants ($billions) 33.194 35.053 36.012 38.398 39.149 40.018 40.380 40.551 40.918 41.416 181.806 385.089

Starting Cost3 Value of Grants ($billions) 34.916 36.711 36.395 33.983 36.054 36.432 36.464 36.152 35.749 35.940 178.060 358.797

Option 2: Simplified Application Process with 
$5,550 Pell Maximum

Recipients (millions) 11.235 11.104 10.937 10.745 10.645 10.566 10.472 10.288 10.151 10.142 54.666 106.285

Value of Grants ($billions) 32.867 32.898 32.787 32.666 32.940 32.589 32.234 31.503 30.871 30.552 164.158 321.907 36.890

Options that Incentivize Higher Intensity

Option 3: With $5,550 Pell Maximum
Recipients (millions) 10.878 11.233 11.224 11.370 11.449 11.502 11.511 11.404 11.478 11.591 56.154 113.640

Value of Grants ($billions) 31.889 33.441 34.221 35.574 36.449 36.754 36.717 36.599 36.748 37.041 171.574 355.433 3.364

Option 4: With $5,550 Pell Maximum, with 
Increased Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 10.884 11.239 11.233 11.372 11.457 11.510 11.518 11.415 11.484 11.599 56.185 113.711

Value of Grants ($billions) 32.805 34.421 35.214 36.609 37.490 37.807 37.771 37.657 37.818 38.117 176.539 365.709 -6.912

Option 5: With $7,000 Pell Maximum
Recipients (millions) 11.603 11.992 12.026 12.130 12.163 12.204 12.185 12.079 12.141 12.229 59.914 120.752

Value of Grants ($billions) 42.055 44.117 45.161 46.897 48.022 48.327 48.292 48.094 48.252 48.579 226.252 467.796 -108.999

Option 6: With $7,000 Pell Maximum, with 
Increased Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 11.614 12.001 12.040 12.143 12.172 12.213 12.193 12.094 12.145 12.233 59.970 120.848

Value of Grants ($billions) 43.266 45.408 46.473 48.262 49.396 49.713 49.678 49.487 49.653 49.993 232.805 481.329 -122.532

Options that Simplify the Application Process and 
Incentivize Higher Intensity

Option 7: With $5,550 Pell Maximum 
Recipients (millions) 9.906 9.786 9.604 9.452 9.357 9.302 9.198 9.078 8.953 8.952 48.105 93.588

Value of Grants ($billions) 27.064 27.067 26.966 26.878 27.113 26.836 26.522 25.946 25.403 25.146 135.088 264.941 93.856

Option 8: With $5,550 Pell Maximum, with 
Increased Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 9.917 9.796 9.623 9.465 9.373 9.321 9.212 9.086 8.963 8.956 48.174 93.712

Value of Grants ($billions) 27.837 27.841 27.744 27.649 27.878 27.599 27.272 26.676 26.128 25.864 138.949 272.488 86.309

Option 9: With $7,000 Pell Maximum
Recipients (millions) 9.906 9.786 9.604 9.452 9.357 9.302 9.198 9.078 8.955 8.952 48.105 93.590

Value of Grants ($billions) 34.116 34.127 34.000 33.906 34.184 33.835 33.439 32.713 32.029 31.704 170.333 334.053 24.744

Option 10: With $7,000 Pell Maximum, with 
Increased Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 9.917 9.796 9.623 9.465 9.373 9.321 9.212 9.086 8.966 8.956 48.174 93.715

Value of Grants ($billions) 35.091 35.103 34.981 34.878 35.148 34.797 34.385 33.633 32.944 32.610 175.201 343.570 15.227

Option 11: With $7,000 Pell Maximum phased out 
at 250% of poverty line, with Increased Full-Time

Recipients (millions) 11.661 11.657 11.594 11.407 11.336 11.310 11.262 11.208 11.161 11.243 57.655 113.839

Value of Grants ($billions) 40.043 40.395 40.467 40.543 40.987 40.720 40.390 39.760 39.140 38.987 202.435 401.432 -42.635

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0412-8ED), estimates of campus aid and Pell shortfall based on calculations by New America Foundation using CBO projections.

Table 2:  
Pell Grant Options, Full Take-up



Notes Regarding Revenue and Distribution of Pell Grant Options

(1) !e simulations apply the alternative proposals to current-law Pell grant
(2) Shortfall and estimates for campus based aid is based on estimates from Jason Delisile, New America 
Foundation and CBO baselines as of 2/07/2012
(3) Starting Cost is Current Law Cost minus the Current Pell Shortfall plus the Cost of Campus-Based Aid

Option 2:

Option 3:

Option 4:

Option 5:

Option 6:

Option 7:

Option 8:

Option 9:

Option 10:

Option 11:

Description of Options

Default Take-up:  Full Take-up:  
receive one.



Size of Adjusted Gross 
Income (2012 dollars) 2

Option 1: Current Law
Option 2: Simplified 

Application Process with 
$5,550 Pell Maximum

Options that Incentivize Higher Intensity

Option 3: With $5,550 Pell 
Maximum

Option 4: With $5,550 Pell Maximum, 
with Increased Full-Time Option 5: With $7,000 Pell Maximum Option 6: With $7,000 Pell Maximum, 

with Increased Full-Time

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

$0 or less $3,979  $1,829,317 $4,009  $1,877,345 $3,604  $1,446,954 $3,741  $1,519,355 $4,548  $1,997,679 $4,694  $2,064,040 

> $0 and <= $5K $3,844  $4,114,049 $3,905  $4,189,911 $3,400  $3,251,799 $3,504  $3,387,843 $4,316  $4,394,439 $4,442  $4,544,524 

5K-10K $3,907  $4,499,282 $4,009  $4,686,898 $3,545  $3,606,042 $3,644  $3,720,292 $4,449  $4,883,228 $4,567  $5,047,806 

10K-15K $4,026  $6,100,644 $4,070  $7,062,929 $3,617  $4,970,302 $3,761  $5,184,565 $4,513  $6,686,498 $4,682  $6,964,089 

15K-20K $3,724  $3,929,440 $3,386  $3,915,329 $3,553  $3,183,734 $3,637  $3,277,096 $4,342  $4,379,963 $4,438  $4,508,633 

20K-25K $3,550  $3,429,812 $2,840  $2,822,866 $3,341  $2,735,374 $3,431  $2,844,293 $4,046  $3,805,747 $4,153  $3,950,092 

25K-30K $3,603  $2,839,214 $2,577  $1,717,034 $3,344  $2,289,872 $3,446  $2,360,930 $4,089  $3,196,308 $4,203  $3,297,567 

30K-40K $3,261  $4,076,599 $2,047  $1,686,162 $3,090  $3,345,347 $3,189  $3,471,238 $3,714  $4,842,678 $3,815  $5,022,934 

40K-50K $2,969  $2,554,563 $1,489  $603,525 $2,791  $2,092,489 $2,896  $2,182,808 $3,466  $3,232,683 $3,567  $3,367,937 

50K-75K $2,577  $2,106,712 $943  $113,399 $2,557  $1,666,047 $2,654  $1,735,046 $2,929  $2,735,796 $3,024  $2,844,719 

75K-100K $3,035  $402,015 $0  - $3,203  $322,893 $3,251  $329,543 $2,929  $574,915 $2,945  $583,736 

100K-200K $3,776  $130,737 $0  - $3,411  $102,637 $3,648  $122,926 $3,568  $190,506 $3,696  $209,645 

200K+ $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - 

All $3,565  $36,012,384 $3,330  $28,675,399 $3,311  $29,013,490 $3,417  $30,135,935 $4,016  $40,920,439 $4,132  $42,405,720 

Table 3:  
Distribution of Current Law Pell Grant and Alternative Proposals by Size of Adjusted Gross Income, Tax Year 2015:  
Assuming Baseline Take-up Behavioral Responses, All Undergraduate Students

Notes for Pell Distribution and Revenue Tables:

(1) Preliminary estimates. !e simulations apply the alternative proposals to current-law Pell grant. 
(2) Adjusted Gross Income refers to income of the students’ tax units in 2015, in 2012 dollars.



Size of Adjusted 
Gross Income (2012 

dollars) 2

Number of 
All Students 
in the Group

Number of Recipients

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9 Option 10 Option 11

$0 or less  602,114  459,769  468,331  401,488  406,174  439,231  439,722  408,897  413,583  446,643  447,134  447,134 

> $0 and <= $5K  1,369,912  1,070,212  1,072,864  956,495  966,768  1,018,260  1,023,111  957,638  967,911  1,020,912  1,025,764  1,025,764 

5K-10K  1,457,128  1,151,656  1,169,158  1,017,257  1,020,975  1,097,645  1,105,355  1,037,413  1,041,199  1,112,518  1,120,160  1,120,160 

10K-15K  2,159,028  1,515,273  1,735,530  1,374,104  1,378,515  1,481,532  1,487,262  1,571,411  1,585,056  1,665,094  1,671,068  1,679,905 

15K-20K  1,598,261  1,055,193  1,156,461  896,142  901,011  1,008,826  1,015,951  1,012,793  1,021,335  1,070,655  1,082,284  1,128,926 

20K-25K  1,784,468  966,218  993,832  818,704  829,030  940,527  951,151  854,970  870,673  906,725  918,005  1,220,810 

25K-30K  1,568,870  788,111  666,205  684,697  685,067  781,622  784,593  575,570  590,554  623,535  638,366  865,080 

30K-40K  2,739,490  1,249,990  823,780  1,082,528  1,088,661  1,304,032  1,316,534  748,308  752,613  786,066  789,312  1,244,406 

40K-50K  2,308,534  860,320  405,430  749,639  753,805  932,661  944,166  360,571  364,897  372,940  376,818  694,131 

50K-75K  3,395,694  817,603  120,230  651,659  653,863  934,116  940,700  98,278  99,437  100,137  101,295  443,376 

75K-100K  2,728,639  132,480  -  100,814  101,354  196,293  198,201  -  -  -  -  - 

100K-200K  3,761,787  34,624  -  30,086  33,699  53,385  56,727  -  -  -  -  - 

200K+  733,212  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

All  26,207,136  10,101,447  8,611,820  8,763,613  8,818,922  10,188,129  10,263,474  7,625,850  7,707,258  8,105,226  8,170,206  9,869,693 

Notes for Pell Distribution and Revenue Tables:

(1) Preliminary estimates. !e simulations apply the alternative proposals to current-law Pell grant. 
(2) Adjusted Gross Income refers to income of the students’ tax units in 2015, in 2012 dollars.

Size of Adjusted 
Gross Income (2012 

dollars) 2

Options that Simplify the Application Process and Incentivize Higher Intensity

Option 7: With $5,550 Pell 
Maximum 

Option 8: With $5,550 Pell 
Maximum, with Increased 

Full-Time

Option 9: With $7,000 Pell 
Maximum

Option 10: With $7,000 Pell 
Maximum, with Increased Full-Time

Option 11: With $7,000 Pell Maximum 
phased out at 250% of poverty line, with 

Increased Full-Time

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in 

thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in 

thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in 

thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

$0 or less $3,610  $1,476,103 $3,741  $1,519,355 $4,554  $2,033,813 $4,698  $2,100,479 $4,698  $2,100,479 

> $0 and <= $5K $3,436  $3,290,871 $3,504  $3,387,843 $4,349  $4,439,554 $4,476  $4,591,171 $4,476  $4,591,171 

5K-10K $3,614  $3,749,675 $3,644  $3,720,292 $4,521  $5,029,788 $4,644  $5,201,553 $4,644  $5,201,553 

10K-15K $3,657  $5,746,785 $3,761  $5,184,565 $4,563  $7,597,384 $4,733  $7,908,728 $4,782  $8,033,122 

15K-20K $3,126  $3,166,109 $3,637  $3,277,096 $3,952  $4,230,744 $4,044  $4,376,998 $4,248  $4,795,455 

20K-25K $2,667  $2,279,912 $3,431  $2,844,293 $3,355  $3,041,968 $3,426  $3,145,070 $3,338  $4,075,538 

25K-30K $2,399  $1,380,909 $3,446  $2,360,930 $2,979  $1,857,555 $3,051  $1,947,370 $3,142  $2,718,473 

30K-40K $1,863  $1,393,780 $3,189  $3,471,238 $2,338  $1,837,475 $2,403  $1,897,078 $2,595  $3,228,832 

40K-50K $1,384  $499,198 $2,896  $2,182,808 $1,755  $654,625 $1,788  $673,685 $2,118  $1,469,908 

50K-75K $901  $88,537 $2,654  $1,735,046 $1,162  $116,373 $1,192  $120,739 $1,552  $688,217 

75K-100K $0  - $3,251  $329,543 $0  - $0  - $0  - 

100K-200K $0  - $3,648  $122,926 $0  - $0  - $0  - 

200K+ $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - 

All $3,025  $23,071,880 $3,417  $30,135,935 $3,805  $30,839,277 $3,912  $31,962,872 $3,739  $36,902,747 

Table 3 (cont.)



Table 4:  
Distribution of Current Law Pell Grant and Alternative Proposals by Size of Adjusted Gross Income, Tax Year 2015: 
Assuming 100% Student Take-up for Alternative Proposals, All Undergraduate Students

Size of Adjusted Gross 
Income (2012 dollars) 2

Option 1: Current Law
Option 2: Simplified 

Application Process with 
$5,550 Pell Maximum

Options that Incentivize Higher Intensity

Option 3: With $5,550 Pell 
Maximum

Option 4: With $5,550 Pell 
Maximum, with Increased Full-Time Option 5: With $7,000 Pell Maximum Option 6: With $7,000 Pell Maximum, 

with Increased Full-Time

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

$0 or less $3,979  $1,829,317 $3,601  $2,111,450 $3,395  $1,706,092 $3,497  $1,757,504 $4,282  $2,151,747 $4,411  $2,216,584 

> $0 and <= $5K $3,844  $4,114,049 $3,566  $4,737,522 $3,207  $3,826,022 $3,292  $3,928,247 $4,051  $4,833,660 $4,159  $4,962,949 

5K-10K $3,907  $4,499,282 $3,677  $5,166,640 $3,385  $4,124,578 $3,473  $4,232,186 $4,277  $5,219,224 $4,389  $5,354,988 

10K-15K $4,026  $6,100,644 $3,742  $7,844,751 $3,353  $5,675,035 $3,473  $5,877,689 $4,234  $7,250,919 $4,386  $7,510,402 

15K-20K $3,724  $3,929,440 $2,995  $4,570,776 $3,294  $3,732,426 $3,363  $3,812,833 $4,073  $4,817,374 $4,161  $4,921,135 

20K-25K $3,550  $3,429,812 $2,549  $3,318,678 $3,057  $3,271,739 $3,142  $3,364,081 $3,785  $4,276,933 $3,889  $4,397,760 

25K-30K $3,603  $2,839,214 $2,223  $2,110,295 $3,041  $2,746,560 $3,121  $2,819,099 $3,821  $3,589,988 $3,922  $3,685,113 

30K-40K $3,261  $4,076,599 $1,933  $2,045,203 $2,883  $3,923,027 $2,967  $4,038,564 $3,522  $5,322,344 $3,625  $5,480,367 

40K-50K $2,969  $2,554,563 $1,390  $740,261 $2,547  $2,636,098 $2,627  $2,718,767 $3,229  $3,677,846 $3,310  $3,797,696 

50K-75K $2,577  $2,106,712 $924  $141,340 $2,222  $2,027,631 $2,280  $2,098,944 $2,691  $3,113,294 $2,772  $3,214,171 

75K-100K $3,035  $402,015 $0  - $2,725  $411,413 $2,759  $416,500 $2,604  $682,625 $2,623  $692,702 

100K-200K $3,776  $130,737 $0  - $2,733  $140,288 $2,911  $149,456 $2,977  $225,235 $3,165  $239,507 

200K+ $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - 

All $3,565  $36,012,384 $2,998  $32,786,917 $3,049  $34,220,908 $3,135  $35,213,872 $3,755  $45,161,189 $3,860  $46,473,373 

Notes for Pell Distribution and Revenue Tables:

(1) Preliminary estimates. !e simulations apply the alternative proposals to current-law Pell grant. 
(2) Adjusted Gross Income refers to income of the students’ tax units in 2015, in 2012 dollars.



Size of Adjusted Gross 
Income (2012 dollars) 2

Options that Simplify the Application Process and Incentivize Higher Intensity

Option 7: With $5,550 Pell 
Maximum 

Option 8: With $5,550 Pell 
Maximum, with Increased 

Full-Time

Option 9: With $7,000 Pell 
Maximum

Option 10: With $7,000 Pell 
Maximum, with Increased Full-Time

Option 11: With $7,000 Pell Maximum 
phased out at 250% of poverty line, 

with Increased Full-Time

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

Average per 
Recipient

Total Cost 
(in thousands)

$0 or less $3,403  $1,735,337 $3,504  $1,787,002 $4,291  $2,187,969 $4,418  $2,253,111 $4,418  $2,253,111 

> $0 and <= $5K $3,239  $3,868,536 $3,326  $3,972,293 $4,084  $4,877,576 $4,194  $5,008,397 $4,194  $5,008,397 

5K-10K $3,448  $4,255,861 $3,540  $4,369,364 $4,347  $5,365,928 $4,463  $5,509,036 $4,463  $5,509,036 

10K-15K $3,420  $6,486,126 $3,541  $6,716,380 $4,312  $8,177,919 $4,465  $8,468,230 $4,523  $8,578,688 

15K-20K $2,866  $3,744,953 $2,934  $3,833,988 $3,614  $4,721,759 $3,700  $4,834,018 $3,926  $5,276,011 

20K-25K $2,493  $2,706,813 $2,545  $2,778,003 $3,144  $3,412,838 $3,209  $3,502,597 $3,099  $4,539,663 

25K-30K $2,119  $1,738,032 $2,169  $1,787,166 $2,672  $2,191,367 $2,735  $2,253,317 $2,901  $3,093,544 

30K-40K $1,771  $1,712,216 $1,816  $1,759,027 $2,232  $2,158,817 $2,290  $2,217,839 $2,475  $3,697,680 

40K-50K $1,301  $610,255 $1,326  $629,150 $1,640  $769,429 $1,672  $793,252 $2,006  $1,704,646 

50K-75K $894  $108,106 $911  $111,884 $1,128  $136,303 $1,149  $141,067 $1,493  $806,140 

75K-100K $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - 

100K-200K $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - 

200K+ $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - $0  - 

All $2,808  $26,966,233 $2,883  $27,744,257 $3,540  $33,999,906 $3,635  $34,980,864 $3,490  $40,466,916 

Table 4 (cont.)

Size of Adjusted Gross 
Income (2012 dollars) 2

Number of 
All Students 
in the Group

Number of Recipients

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8 Option 9 Option 10 Option 11

$0 or less  602,114  459,769  586,350  502,539  502,539  502,539  502,539  509,948  509,948  509,948  509,948  509,948 

> $0 and <= $5K  1,369,912  1,070,212  1,328,492  1,193,167  1,193,167  1,193,167  1,193,167  1,194,310  1,194,310  1,194,310  1,194,310  1,194,310 

5K-10K  1,457,128  1,151,656  1,405,192  1,218,437  1,218,437  1,220,191  1,220,191  1,234,353  1,234,353  1,234,353  1,234,353  1,234,353 

10K-15K  2,159,028  1,515,273  2,096,600  1,692,594  1,692,594  1,712,381  1,712,381  1,896,594  1,896,594  1,896,594  1,896,594  1,896,594 

15K-20K  1,598,261  1,055,193  1,526,212  1,133,193  1,133,761  1,182,763  1,182,763  1,306,593  1,306,593  1,306,593  1,306,593  1,343,810 

20K-25K  1,784,468  966,218  1,301,721  1,070,355  1,070,676  1,129,917  1,130,840  1,085,587  1,091,600  1,085,587  1,091,600  1,465,076 

25K-30K  1,568,870  788,111  949,186  903,219  903,219  939,526  939,526  820,089  824,019  820,089  824,019  1,066,345 

30K-40K  2,739,490  1,249,990  1,058,058  1,360,642  1,361,159  1,511,287  1,511,626  967,061  968,552  967,061  968,552  1,494,074 

40K-50K  2,308,534  860,320  532,488  1,034,878  1,034,878  1,139,000  1,147,325  469,048  474,308  469,048  474,308  849,737 

50K-75K  3,395,694  817,603  152,992  912,635  920,579  1,157,069  1,159,521  120,887  122,824  120,887  122,824  539,958 

75K-100K  2,728,639  132,480  -  150,985  150,985  262,152  264,060  -  -  -  -  - 

100K-200K  3,761,787  34,624  -  51,333  51,333  75,662  75,662  -  -  -  -  - 

200K+  733,212  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  -  - 

All  26,207,136  10,101,447  10,937,292  11,223,978  11,233,328  12,025,656  12,039,603  9,604,469  9,623,099  9,604,469  9,623,099  11,594,205 

Notes for Pell Distribution and Revenue Tables:

(1) Preliminary estimates. !e simulations apply the alternative proposals to current-law Pell grant. 
(2) Adjusted Gross Income refers to income of the students’ tax units in 2015, in 2012 dollars.



Proposal 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2013-2017 2013-2022

Subsidized Sta!ord eliminated  
(new loans) 3.000 3.100 3.350 3.600 3.850 4.100 4.400 4.800 5.300 5.900 16.900 41.400

Unsubsidized Sta!ord loan limit for dependent 
undergraduates increased (fair-value) 0.524 0.066 -0.598 -1.229 -1.831 -2.203 -2.487 -2.594 -2.675 -2.759 -3.067 -15.785

Unsubsidized Sta!ord limit for independent 
undergrads conformed to limit for dependents  

(fair value)
-0.131 -0.017 0.149 0.307 0.458 0.551 0.622 0.648 0.669 0.690 0.767 3.946

Grad PLUS loans eliminated (fair-value) -2.150 -1.772 -1.069 -0.327 0.454 0.944 1.332 1.463 1.560 1.658 -4.864 2.092

Graduate Sta!ord loan limit increased to $30,000 0.393 0.050 -0.448 -0.922 -1.373 -1.652 -1.866 -1.945 -2.006 -2.069 -2.300 -11.839

Parent PLUS loans eliminated  
(fair-value) -2.975 -2.482 -1.795 -1.131 -0.501 -0.151 0.087 0.121 0.125 0.129 -8.884 -8.573

Interest rates on all new student loans pegged to 10-
year T-note plus 3.0 percentage points -4.599 -7.671 -5.376 -1.377 2.754 5.886 7.790 8.798 9.214 9.503 -16.269 24.922

TOTAL Net budget e!ect -5.838 -8.576 -5.629 -0.913 3.985 7.657 10.069 11.492 12.398 13.274 -16.972 37.917

Table 5:  
Cost Estimates for Higher Education Loan Reforms (in $ Billions)

Note: All budgetary e"ects are estimated relative to current law as of December 19th, 2012. 
Source: New America Foundation



Baseline and Proposal
Fiscal Year Total Total

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2013-17 2013-22

Option 1: Eliminate AOTC, Hope, Lifetime Learning Credit (LLC), and tuition and fees deduction

17.7 23.7 23.9 24.2 24.7 15.8 13.3 14.1 14.9 15.6 114.2 187.8

Option 2: Maintain and expand LLC, eliminate AOTC, Hope, and tuition and fees deduction

12.0 15.8 15.7 15.7 15.9 6.6 3.5 3.9 4.1 4.2 75.0 97.3

Option 3: Extend AOTC but end phaseout at $125,000 for married taxpayers filing jointly  
($62,500 for single, head of household, and married filing separately)

2.3 3.5 3.8 4.1 4.5 -4.7 -7.7 -7.1 -6.9 -6.7 18.2 -15.0

Option 3a: Extend AOTC but end phaseout at $125,000 for married taxpayers filing jointly  
($62,500 for single, head of household); eliminate tuition and fees deduction and LLC

4.6 6.0 6.2 6.7 7.2 -1.7 -4.3 -3.4 -2.7 -2.0 30.7 16.7

Option 3b: Extend AOTC as a nonrefundable credit but end phaseout at $125,000  
for married taxpayers filing jointly ($62,500 for single, head of household); eliminate  
tuition and fees deduction and LLC

7.6 10.0 10.1 10.5 11.0 2.1 -0.5 0.4 1.2 1.9 49.2 54.3

Option 4: Extend AOTC as a nonrefundable credit; eliminate LLC and tuition and fees deduction

4.9 6.4 6.3 6.3 6.4 -2.8 -5.7 -5.1 -4.7 -4.3 30.4 7.8

Option 4a: Extend AOTC as a nonrefundable credit through 2017, then revert to Hope;  
eliminate LLC and tuition and fees deduction

4.9 6.4 6.3 6.3 6.4 5.1 5.0 5.2 5.5 5.8 30.4 57.0

Option 5: Eliminate the student loan interest deduction

0.7 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.3 1.3 4.8 10.9

Source: Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center Microsimulation Model (version 0412-8ED). 
(1) Fiscal years.  Estimates assume a microdynamic behavioral response. Revenue amounts reported are TPC estimates and may di"er from o#cial revenue estimates from the Joint Committee on Taxation.

Table 6:  
Education Tax Options



Adjusted Gross Income under the 
Current Law

Number of 
Undergraduate 
Students in the 

Group

Students with Pell Grant Students with AOTC Students with Either Pell Grant or AOTC 2

Number of 
Students

Total Amount 
[thousands $]

Average Per 
Student [$]

Number of 
Students

Total Amount 
[thousands $]

Average Per 
Student [$]

Number of 
Students

Total Amount 
[thousands $]

Average Per 
Student [$]

   No adjusted gross income 864,868 509,747 1,943,058 3,812 263,325 214,533 815 556,007 2,157,591 3,881

   $1 under $5,000 1,724,780 1,065,570 3,933,229 3,691 512,713 430,580 840 1,180,518 4,363,809 3,697

   $5,000 under $10,000 1,742,782 1,152,222 4,444,933 3,858 532,354 440,763 828 1,243,162 4,885,696 3,930

   $10,000 under $15,000 2,537,186 1,530,595 5,917,412 3,866 810,286 658,492 813 1,856,793 6,575,903 3,542

   $15,000 under $20,000 1,664,372 946,130 3,395,345 3,589 545,543 581,689 1,066 1,188,715 3,977,035 3,346

   $20,000 under $25,000 2,218,271 1,027,790 3,519,466 3,424 824,054 1,207,759 1,466 1,515,197 4,727,225 3,120

   $25,000 under $30,000 1,546,454 668,800 2,289,377 3,423 496,239 796,998 1,606 975,572 3,086,375 3,164

   $30,000 under $40,000 2,951,113 1,141,585 3,594,769 3,149 1,218,074 2,152,584 1,767 1,909,998 5,747,353 3,009

   $40,000 under $50,000 2,406,539 735,000 2,169,907 2,952 993,735 1,805,256 1,817 1,371,500 3,975,163 2,898

   $50,000 under $75,000 3,900,073 714,718 1,681,815 2,353 1,928,688 3,910,008 2,027 2,237,524 5,591,823 2,499

   $75,000 under $100,000 2,993,964 70,151 191,384 2,728 1,888,918 3,803,502 2,014 1,912,733 3,994,886 2,089

   $100,000 under $200,000 4,171,390 29,605 111,952 3,782 2,554,364 5,337,194 2,089 2,565,631 5,449,146 2,124

   $200,000 under $500,000 492,791 4,823 13,225 2,742 0 0 0 4,823 13,225 2,742

   $500,000 under $1,000,000 75,608 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $1,000,000 under $1,500,000 18,471 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $1,500,000 under $2,000,000 8,775 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $2,000,000 under $5,000,000 12,778 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $5,000,000 under $10,000,000 3,411 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $10,000,000 or more 2,029 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

All returns 29,335,656 9,596,736 33,205,872 3,460 12,568,292 21,339,357 1,698 18,518,173 54,545,230 2,945

Notes for Distribution of Pell Grant and Tax Incentives:

(1) Preliminary estimates with the Tax Policy Center version 0412-8 with the 2012 education module. For the description of the current law baselines, see http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/numbers/displayatab.cfm?DocID=3131. Also see Tax provisions in 
the American Taxpayer

Relief Act of 2012 (ATRA) http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/UploadedPDF/412730-Tax-Provisions-in-ATRA.pdf. In particular, ATRA extended the American Opportunity Tax Credit to the end of 2017 and tuition and fees deduction to the end of 2013.

Students with Pell Grant are de$ned as students receiving some Pell Grant.

Students with AOTC are de$ned as students whose eligible expenses were used for calculating AOTC.

Students with Lifetime Learning Credit are de$ned as students whose eligible expenses were used for calculating the credit.

Students with Tuition and Fees Dedication are de$ned as students whose eligible expenses were used as a basis for the deduction.

Students with Lifetime Learning Credit or Tuition and Fees Deduction can be either undergraduate or graduate students.

(2) See Table X2s for more information regarding students who received both Pell Grant and AOTC.

(3) A tax unit’s deduction value is the product of its statutory marginal tax rate and the  e"ective deduction amount, where the e"ective amount is the amount of claimed deduction that can be used to reduce taxable income. For example, a tax unit with 
$1,000 deduction but -$400 in taxable income a%er accounting for such deduction would be deemed to have only $600 e"ective deduction since the other $400 would not reduce taxable income beyond $0.

Table 7:  
Distribution of Pell Grant and Education Tax Incentives by Size of Adjusted Gross Income, Tax Year 2013 Current Law:  
All Students



Adjusted Gross Income under the 
Current Law

Students with Lifetime Learning Credit Students with Tuition and Fee Deductions

Number of 
Students

Total Amount 
[thousands $]

Average Per 
Student [$]

Number of 
Students

Total Amount 3 
[thousands $]

Average 
Per 

Student [$]

Total Value 3 
[thousands $]

Average Value 
Per Student [$]

   No adjusted gross income 66 35 538 38,675 76,428 1,976 0 0

   $1 under $5,000 0 0 0 182,121 574,650 3,155 0 0

   $5,000 under $10,000 0 0 0 201,866 656,370 3,252 112 1

   $10,000 under $15,000 212,986 51,617 242 77,348 160,752 2,078 11,086 143

   $15,000 under $20,000 153,925 83,229 541 66,605 163,789 2,459 10,067 151

   $20,000 under $25,000 167,741 108,666 648 102,628 220,019 2,144 18,274 178

   $25,000 under $30,000 151,760 107,954 711 56,972 124,706 2,189 13,674 240

   $30,000 under $40,000 333,623 218,653 655 132,258 260,938 1,973 29,134 220

   $40,000 under $50,000 340,271 231,982 682 160,688 318,373 1,981 49,049 305

   $50,000 under $75,000 583,856 402,234 689 445,061 910,869 2,047 178,352 401

   $75,000 under $100,000 506,155 363,353 718 232,087 356,048 1,534 57,012 246

   $100,000 under $200,000 128,210 113,536 886 723,650 1,560,380 2,156 356,952 493

   $200,000 under $500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $500,000 under $1,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $1,000,000 under $1,500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $1,500,000 under $2,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $2,000,000 under $5,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $5,000,000 under $10,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $10,000,000 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

All returns 2,578,592 1,681,259 652 2,419,959 5,383,323 2,225 723,713 299

Notes for Distribution of Pell Grant and Tax Incentives:

(1) Preliminary estimates with the Tax Policy Center version 0412-8 with the 2012 education module. For the description of the current law baselines, see http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/numbers/displayatab.cfm?DocID=3131. Also see Tax provisions in 
the American Taxpayer

Relief Act of 2012 (ATRA) http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/UploadedPDF/412730-Tax-Provisions-in-ATRA.pdf. In particular, ATRA extended the American Opportunity Tax Credit to the end of 2017 and tuition and fees deduction to the end of 2013.

Students with Pell Grant are de$ned as students receiving some Pell Grant.

Students with AOTC are de$ned as students whose eligible expenses were used for calculating AOTC.

Students with Lifetime Learning Credit are de$ned as students whose eligible expenses were used for calculating the credit.

Students with Tuition and Fees Dedication are de$ned as students whose eligible expenses were used as a basis for the deduction.

Students with Lifetime Learning Credit or Tuition and Fees Deduction can be either undergraduate or graduate students.

(2) See Table X2s for more information regarding students who received both Pell Grant and AOTC.

(3) A tax unit’s deduction value is the product of its statutory marginal tax rate and the  e"ective deduction amount, where the e"ective amount is the amount of claimed deduction that can be used to reduce taxable income. For example, a tax unit with 
$1,000 deduction but -$400 in taxable income a%er accounting for such deduction would be deemed to have only $600 e"ective deduction since the other $400 would not reduce taxable income beyond $0.

Table 7 (cont.)



Adjusted Gross Income under the 
Current Law

Number of 
Students

Pell Grant AOTC Pell Grant and AOTC

Total Amount 
[thousands $]

Average Per 
Student [$]

Total Amount 
[thousands $]

Average Per 
Student [$]

Total Amount 
[thousands $] Average Per Student [$]

   No adjusted gross income 217,065 907,885 4,183 187,019.8 862 1,094,905 5,044

   $1 under $5,000 397,766 1,551,077 3,899 337,126.3 848 1,888,203 4,747

   $5,000 under $10,000 441,413 1,846,502 4,183 369,234.9 836 2,215,737 5,020

   $10,000 under $15,000 484,087 1,894,874 3,914 383,871.8 793 2,278,745 4,707

   $15,000 under $20,000 302,958 1,154,201 3,810 310,417.2 1,025 1,464,618 4,834

   $20,000 under $25,000 336,648 1,233,160 3,663 430,656.5 1,279 1,663,816 4,942

   $25,000 under $30,000 189,466 687,622 3,629 275,353.8 1,453 962,976 5,083

   $30,000 under $40,000 449,661 1,423,753 3,166 730,062.5 1,624 2,153,815 4,790

   $40,000 under $50,000 357,235 1,107,055 3,099 641,240.1 1,795 1,748,295 4,894

   $50,000 under $75,000 405,882 957,299 2,359 877,402.6 2,162 1,834,702 4,520

   $75,000 under $100,000 46,336 107,778 2,326 92,900.3 2,005 200,678 4,331

   $100,000 under $200,000 18,338 65,610 3,578 42,210.7 2,302 107,821 5,880

   $200,000 under $500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $500,000 under $1,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $1,000,000 under $1,500,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $1,500,000 under $2,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $2,000,000 under $5,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $5,000,000 under $10,000,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

   $10,000,000 or more 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

All returns 3,646,854 12,936,814 3,547 4,677,496.4 1,283 17,614,311 4,830

(1) Preliminary estimates with the Tax Policy Center version 0412-8 with the 2012 education module. For the description of the current law baselines, see http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/numbers/displayatab.cfm?DocID=3131. Also 
see Tax provisions in the American Taxpayer Relief Act of 2012 (ATRA) http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/UploadedPDF/412730-Tax-Provisions-in-ATRA.pdf. In particular, ATRA extended the American Opportunity Tax Credit to the 
end of 2017 and tuition and fees deduction to the end of 2013.

Students with Pell Grant are de$ned as students receiving some Pell Grant.

Students with AOTC are de$ned as students whose eligible expenses were used for calculating AOTC.

Table 8:  
Distribution of Pell Grant and Education Tax Incentives by Size of Adjusted Gross Income, Tax Year 2013 Current Law:  
All Students with Both Pell Grant and AOTC



Table 8 (cont.)

Adjusted Gross Income under the 
Current Law

Number of 
All Students in 

the Group

Number of 
Students with Both 

Pell and AOTC

Number of 
Students with Pell

Number of 
Students w 

AOTC

Share of Students with 
both AOTC and Pell

Share of Pell 
Students with 

AOTC
Share of AOTC Students with Pell

   No adjusted gross income 864,868 217,065 509,747 263,325 25% 43% 82%

   $1 under $5,000 1,724,780 397,766 1,065,570 512,713 23% 37% 78%

   $5,000 under $10,000 1,742,782 441,413 1,152,222 532,354 25% 38% 83%

   $10,000 under $15,000 2,537,186 484,087 1,530,595 810,286 19% 32% 60%

   $15,000 under $20,000 1,664,372 302,958 946,130 545,543 18% 32% 56%

   $20,000 under $25,000 2,218,271 336,648 1,027,790 824,054 15% 33% 41%

   $25,000 under $30,000 1,546,454 189,466 668,800 496,239 12% 28% 38%

   $30,000 under $40,000 2,951,113 449,661 1,141,585 1,218,074 15% 39% 37%

   $40,000 under $50,000 2,406,539 357,235 735,000 993,735 15% 49% 36%

   $50,000 under $75,000 3,900,073 405,882 714,718 1,928,688 10% 57% 21%

   $75,000 under $100,000 2,993,964 46,336 70,151 1,888,918 2% 66% 2%

   $100,000 under $200,000 4,171,390 18,338 29,605 2,554,364 0% 62% 1%

   $200,000 under $500,000 492,791 0 4,823 0 0% 0%  

   $500,000 under $1,000,000 75,608 0 0 0 0%   

   $1,000,000 under $1,500,000 18,471 0 0 0 0%   

   $1,500,000 under $2,000,000 8,775 0 0 0 0%   

   $2,000,000 under $5,000,000 12,778 0 0 0 0%   

   $5,000,000 under $10,000,000 3,411 0 0 0 0%   

   $10,000,000 or more 2,029 0 0 0 0%   

All returns 29,335,656 3,646,854 9,596,736 12,568,292 12% 38% 29%



School Type

Institutions that Failed at Least Two of Three Categories by Institutional Type, 
Standard Varies by Category of Institution Institutions that Failed at Least Two of Three Categories by Institutional Type, Uniform Criterion 

Number of Students A!ected 
(thousands)

Number of Institutions 
A!ected Total Pell ($ millions) Number of Students A!ected 

(thousands) Number of Institutions A!ected Total Pell ($ millions)

Non-Profit 62 54 $254 7 15 $26

For-Profit 65 34 $253 31 10 $113

Public 2 Year 125 30 $500 204 67 $782

Public 4 Year 47 18 $189 33 10 $133

Total 299 136 $1,196 274 102 $1,054

Notes: !e three categories are A) percent of students receiving Pell grants in 2010-11 (from IPEDS data)  B) percent of $rst time full time students who completed their credential within 150% of normal time in 2010 (from IPEDS data) and C) Repayment Rate for 2009 from the New America Foundation. 
Failing a category was de$ned as being in the bottom decile in that category. For uniform failure levels, all institution types were treated the same. For varying standards, failing a category was de$ned as being in the bottom decile in that category for that institution type. Sample includes the 4344 institutions 
which report all three measures and represent 7.2 million Pell students and $29 billion of Pell grants.

School Type Percent Pell Percent Completers Repayment Rate
Uniform Failure Levels 22.9% 18.1% 24.5%

Non-Profit 17.8% 29.1% 35.1%

For-Profit 41.1% 38.8% 19.8%

Public 2 Year 21.1% 10.2% 27.3%

Public 4 Year 22.9% 23.3% 32.2%

Table 9:  
Shared Responsibility: Numbers of Students, Institutions and Cost of Pell Grants in Institutions  
!at Scored in Bottom Decile of 2 out of 3 Categories

Table 9A: 
Cuto"s Ranges for Calculations



School Type

Institutions Issue Less than 6 2/3 Credentials per 100 Full 
Time Equivalent Students

Institutions Issue Less Than 12.5 Credentials per 100 Full Time 
Equivalent Students

Number of Institutions 
A!ected Total Pell ($ millions) Number of Institutions 

A!ected Total Pell ($ millions)

Non-Profit 32 $16 89 $215

For-Profit 72 $124 219 $813

Public 2 Year 6 $75 125 $1,884

Public 4 Year 7 $44 50 $344

Total 119 $258 492 $3,267

Table 9B: 
Alternative Shared Responsibility Measure: Number of Institutions and Cost of Pell Awards in Institutions, by 
Number of Credentials Awarded Per Full Time Equivalent Student

Notes: Sample include  7,469 institutions which report credentials per full time equivalent $31.6 billion of Pell grants.



Ope ID School/System of Schools
2011-12 Pell Grants 0.02 Five-Year Contract

State Recipients Awards Amounts
00108100 Arizona State University AZ 26,129 $100,029,068 $520,555,287

00113900 California State University, Long Beach CA 14,492 $59,684,302 $310,599,505

N/A Total -- Miami Dade College FL 47,746 $172,014,272 $895,169,177

00157400 Georgia State College GA 14,071 $53,479,729 $278,310,657

N/A Total -- University of Hawaii System HI 18,889 $65,610,687 $341,440,650

00991700 Ivy Tech Community College of Indiana IN 80,896 $239,815,164 $1,248,007,747

N/A Total -- Purdue University IN 12,894 $47,970,410 $249,639,941

N/A Total -- Kentucky Community College System KY 61,520 $199,853,901 $1,040,047,727

N/A Total -- University of North Carolina System NC 69,429 $276,304,521 $1,437,899,824

N/A Total -- City University of New York NY 147,073 $561,829,629 $2,923,783,951

Total 493,139 $1,776,591,683 $9,245,454,464

Note: !e net cost of program is expected to be zero. Schools will be penalized or expelled from the program if low-income student enrollment falls below certain criterion (current performance). If the program is 
e"ective at increasing enrollment and completion of low-income students, schools will keep the ability to participate in the program for the remainder of the period and an additional $ve years. !e above schools and 
programs are sampled for illustrative purposes only.

Serving Low-
Income Schools

Serving 100,000 
Students

Current Cohort of Juniors 3,541,891 100,000

Assume open to 9.3% of schools with 75-100% student  
populations on free/reduced price lunch 329,396 N/A

Assume $50 testing cost $16,469,793 $5,000,000

$1750 Grant for on-line course open to those who not ready  
(if use NAEP basic 55% need help if use NAEP proficient 90%) (assumes 55%) $317,043,518 $96,250,000

Total Cost $333,513,311 $101,250,000

Table 10:  
Pell Expenditures at Block Pell Grant Pilot Institutions (illustrative examples)

Table 11:  
Pell Ready Grant Program



Appendix B

Obstacles to a More E!ective, Sustainable Student Aid System

1. Despite recent improvements, the design and delivery of federal aid continues to be too complex for students. 

1

2. Federal policymaking demonstrates a lack of long-term thinking and coherent planning.

3. Federal policy lags behind what research says are promising ways to more e!ectively serve students. 

  

 Laitinen, A. 2012.Cracking the Credit Hour. New America Foundation: Washington, D.C. 
 Bowen, W., M. Chignos, & M. McPherson. 2009. “Crossing the Finishing Line: Completing College at America’s Public Universities.” Princeton 
University Press: Princeton, N.J.
 Adelman, C. 2006. “The Toolbox Revisited: Paths to Degree Completion From High School Through College.” U.S. Department of Education: 
Washington, D.C.



Complexity in the loan programs harm a!ordability in repayment and ine"ciently target subsidy



 

The way financial aid is allocated is not keeping up with rapid transformation and disruption in higher 
education delivery. 

programs

  Kelly, A. Dec. 2012. “A Student Debt Cure Worse Than the Disease.” The American. American Enterprise Institute: Washington, D.C.

http://ifap.ed.gov/dpcletters/attachments/GEN1106.pdf


Recent federal financial aid policy debates and funding approaches demonstrate a lack of long-term 
thinking and coherent planning.

st

st

http://studentaid.ed.gov/repay-loans/understand/plans/pay-as-you-earn


Federal policy lags what recent research says are promising ways to more e!ectively serve students. 

The role of simplification in promoting access and a!ordability

.  

Working Paper No. 15361).



 

The role of better consumer information in guiding a “best college match”

  



 

ex post facto

The role of targeting aid in improving student outcomes



Type of Aid Provided (Treatment Type) Sub-Groups
Smaller/
Negative 

E"ect

No Di"erence/
No E"ect

Larger/
Positive E"ect

Need only (Pell, Social Security) Women 1

Minorities 1

Low-income/SES 1 1

Older/
nontraditional 1

Low ACT/GPA
Merit within need (GMS, Opening Doors, 

state programs) Women 1 1 2

Minorities 1

Low-income/SES 1 3

Older/
nontraditional 2

Low ACT/GPA

Merit only (Canada STAR, state 
programs) Women 1 1

Minorities 1 1 1

Low-income/SES 1 1

Older/
nontraditional

Low ACT/GPA 2

General (GI Bill, tuition changes) Women

Minorities 1
Low-income/SES 0.5* 1

Older/
nontraditional

Low ACT/GPA

Reprinted from Harris, D.N. & Goldrick-Rab, S. 2012. Improving the Productivity of Education Experiments: Lessons from a Randomized Study of Need-
Based Financial Aid. Education Finance and Policy. p. 143-169. *Study listed as 0.5 because authors felt the study was dated and occurred in a higher 
education system with signi"cantly di!erent conditions. 

 

.  

http://www.mdrc.org/sites/default/files/policybrief_41.pdf


The role of intensity of enrollment in completion  

 

,  45, 

 32, 



 

The federal government inadequately engages states, systems and colleges in our collective 
completion challenge. 

 

 

. 
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